In this issue of the JDR CTR, various oral health issues are explored through a range of methodological approaches. In 2 studies that investigate chronic head and neck pain, different methods are applied: the first report (Breckons et al.) describes a qualitative study of health services for temporomandibular disorder patients in the UK, and the second is a quantitative study in which the efficacy of capsaicin application to control temporomandibular disorder pain is tested (Campbell et al.) .
Two randomized clinical trials on caries and the restoration of carious teeth are also reported. Qvist et al. compared the survival/longevity and efficacy of sealants and restorations in the occlusal lesions of 521 children and teenagers, while Li et al. studied the effect of annual silver diamine fluoride application in the prevention of root caries in community-dwelling elders. Both of these quantitative reports focus on an important issue for oral public health: prevention and reduction of the number of restorative interventions.
Of course, restorations lead not only to continued loss of tooth structure; the process of care in restoring caries can also be traumatic for many patients, particularly children. In the Porritt et al. mixed methods study, investigators combined quantitative and qualitative methods to test the development and efficacy of a cognitive behavioral approach designed to reduce dental anxiety in children who require restorative procedures.
In the Research Training Report by D'Souza and her Physician-Scientist Workforce Working Group colleagues, we learn what is being considered in the US National Institutes of Health funding program regarding dentist-scientists. The authors separately analyzed quantitative and qualitative data to understand the recent decline of grant applications and awards for dentist-scientists, and they discuss the need to support these individuals at all levels to increase their activities. In their conclusions, the authors mention that university policies and protections are integral to this effort. Universities/faculties might consider providing new full-time-equivalent dentist-scientists with adequate start-up funds and the available time to build and maintain their research/practice foundation, as well as formal mentorship programs from more senior faculty scientists. Furthermore, universities should also be willing to establish policies that would allow a dentist-scientist to be employed on a part-time basis but with the ability to be promoted according to criteria specifically appropriate to their circumstances.
In the Invited Commentary, Vieira provides us with an insightful explanation of the state of the science of molecular approaches in cleft lip/palate research, concluding that molecular researchers should expand their investigations to include meaningful clinical outcome parameters. This commentary is actually a powerful argument for the need to consider an interdisciplinary research approach in that field.
The Invited Commentary section is an important way to engage our readers. Viera has offered us an excellent example. Thus, I invite our readers to write brief commentaries on the general state of the science in their fields and describe how they think that the incorporation of approaches/methodologies from other disciplines could advance this knowledge. Share your thoughts and ideas with colleagues, then write the commentaries and submit them to the JDR CTR.
